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is a basic goal 'of student aid policy in this cou3itry to equalize

.*-opporttmity for everyone to attend some.' form of -postsicoidary education.

*Peeler-1 and state governments have joined with institutions in this'effort
I . .

waver the last twenty years.. The _basic goal is to make college accessible

.1

pobr people. Prior to 1957J, there waswery little federal presence inqh
J.

the affairs of p3stsecondary educatio with the *issive exception of,
-

.

1
Weiterans Benefits Progra. t.. .123e -presence grew in to a

,.,
, c

lumber -of problems . .

in 19 +Sims the fear of Russian stqieriori ,siacp that drove Congresp

to pass the 4irst .Office oSEducatioristud)rtk aid legislation. 1,1n the '160s,

the drive foe civil spawned a /er of programs -aimed at iielpn g to

'vet pobr and ty students enroll in college, The crowning
/-

:t1.1".Bis' OpportuiCi. Grant Prat:am-authorized in 1972.
,

/opient of these programs has affected higher education in a number` o±

The

.
Maws 7.- from time nature of the student body to the educational gbals of the

institutions.

-
rThe states- worked in a number of diffeient ways tkritelp imptrove)ecluca-

i f
.---ton#1' 'Cy.' The expansion of low-tuition c.cffmatinity colleges and

. .
fOur-y,a schools . in the states was one of

,

the highlikhti of the 150s
. /4

.;

- , ..:
60s, In the 170s, the states began to Ifevelop. stateistuden- t aid pro-

4 41,4/ '-grams at a4rapid .ro e. These ihangeda had a profound .effect 4:nt the nature

.of-higher.educatidn in 1- colmtty,,openinethe doors tc anyone who could

.benefit from, this experience.
_

The current peribd of slow growth Promrses more reliance on student finantial
-

aid as the central meihariism to assure educational opportunity. THer; is not

the increasing demand for class space to warrant the development of many new

a
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loft tuition

iztvestigate

institutions. s Given this.assualnion, it_ is nacessiry to

the availability of IiduCatianaftoppommity to oecide. how

student aid irograms gip* heist:) diffe o assure .continued educational

,
It is the premise of this paper that as t o nation has. invested' increasing, ..\
. -

-amonts of .coney in reaching the goals of student access to postsecondary
0

education and student choice of institutions, close attention has not been

given to the geographical of these iiinds. ,The result is that

Sit may be such more d Zcul- for- students, or potential students, to,

rriance rlaireducation in one state :compaxedto. another. 5 is the pur-
i.

-Tose of this paper to .describe the distribution of student fffeancial aid

at the state level and to-identliy sox& of the variables that are *-

-4..k.sociated with the allocations of funds troa the...Afferent programs. In
,

*order to-do-ihis, it is necessary to define a reasonable measure of educa-

tiona:l
,*

Me basic goal of f student aid policy has been -to "eralize financial
-

-boppoitunity to attend some foim of postsecondary education. There are

lazay possible ways to measure this equity. The procedure investigated, in
.

.his paper is net price, or the loan -work burden a studekt -kaces when cog=

*ehooi-ltf a.given cost.- More formally, it is' the cost of

4ittendance

*11 space's.

,

e expected sfaiqily contribution and the grant aid from

y contributionedecreases as income increases and grants

ase as income decreases. The effect is to provide, up to some maximum

of attendance, an equalizing of

student will_ have to finance through

tlie _lomat of the educational cost the

his own resources, i.e., work pr loans

'the lt.ss the tbtal cost of the education, the less the studeitt. will n ed,:to

ice
e



The importance of this concept is it provides a measure of the-combine
eifect 'of student aid programs'. also proVi'dis a measure of how faizly
the student aid is distribUted re tine to-cost of educ*ation and'income of
students.' Currently, there is n way, to assess the equity of the di*tribu-

..

States have been chosen as an importznit des ive wait becauie they play

a significant role in,4----oviding financing fp; pc)stsesundary education which
has a major impact on the degree to which ttudent access 214 choice can beti, .
realized. States are spending,in excess * $23 billi
of higher

from

ion in the country. That camper
r,

_general support

estimated $13 billion'
sources combined (CongressionalBudget 9tfice, 1977). In

-order ,to m _ stand the-Icipact of federal student'financial aid programs, it
is necessary -to tmderstand the state role. 'Me two et:Corti intereact to prb-,

an ultimate price to the 'student Ithieh in-- operations terms is &e .

definition of educational apportunity. It is not enougli to-des

effect of federal-programs in isOleticiii from other' factors that influence

-price to thelent. Reporting thp national- averages for students served

e tlie

by the federal programs overlooks the problems faced by 'Students in different
marts of the ciruntry,caused by imperfect distribution of student aid dollars

relative t'b the _teed of students.

Several ,section's follow in this paper. The first reviews_the work done on

-measures of educational opportunity and analyses the shortcomings of these
otpproaches: The 3-e-tond sectiTon-ritiews the distilifution of student aid

--
-doliar to states from all sources. It is clear that there are a number of
Alisparcties in the distritutipn. The third section' describes the current

Isrograms supplying financial aid to Attidents. The fourth seption is a
Dries of policy recommendations that would help imprAve the distribution

f stdderit aid dollars to7stotes.- *

4 A.)
-



MEASURES :OF EDUCATIOliAL .0PPORTUNITY

Public policy in achieving student access and choice has been hampered

bToW_ilear workable definition of the terms. The most-widely accepted

-Idefinition-of student access was presented by the National Commission on
- ,

Postiecondary Education (1973). "Each individual should be.

lible 'to enroll in some form of postsecondary education approPtiate to

=fiat person's needs, capability, and motivation." A closely allied con-

. kept is student-Choice which the Commission defined as follows. JlEach

4-naividual should have a reasonable choice among those institutions of

-postsecondary education that have accepted himvor her for admission."

cots these goals depend in part on reducing the cost bankers that haye

-traditionally kept low income students froi attending schools of their

choice. There is little argument with these general vials, but there'

/- are differences to be taken with theil .6peratienalisa of thesiconcePts.

They suggest that student access is measuxed'by the extent to,which the

student population and the college age population are similar with respect

-t0:

- -income

-a-acial composition
- ethnic grobp
- sex .

- family residence_
,..,

;Student choice; according to the National Commission,, is measured by:

si
the extent to which persons from all income groups are enrolled
in institutions wit? high, medium end: lox student charges

--the distribution of low income students among the various fnsti-
.taional types.

-
. -.

,

. . -..

t Participation rates are -mita measure of educationg opporfunity. They

are measures of people s response to .a number of educational and non-educational 4

e

-4-
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-opportunities that exist. There are factors such as labor market ccnadi---
..1

,, Kr 4.. .. . .
.

t
tions, cult aral preference and availability of institutions that Modify

.

%.,

college going rates in 4fferent states. DiffeOnces in particiPition
.

rates by Income level,iregion or race should not necessatily be taken as

eiridence that.student aid programs and pn lic tuition policy are provid-

ing-different levels of motional ity. The Nitional Commission

definition is alfso explicitly tied to tiViiiOnal college going age groups.

That measure is no longer appropriate tow that over 30 percent,73,1-Atie,

-college undergraduate population is over 25 yealp of age.

on,

"There is a very fixed picture of enrollment trends in the last felt years.

The inniber

of the age

of people going to colleges has increased but the rrraportion

lug fo school has decia.54. 'The ratio Of

graduates to 22-year;,-old opulation has risen from 17.3.per4100 in *.

1961-62 to 23.4 in 1975-76 (National Center for Edlicational Statistics,

1977). NCES reports thcit the enrollment rates of Blacks have risen across

the country parity has 24Fly been reached. There is stiLl. a .wide dis-

parity in the participation rates'in college by l'ncome 'categories.* he
;d3,fferece between the highest (over 30,1000) and lowest income groupstt 11
(0-$3,000) is over 30 percentag'e pointrs..1 Law-income students are more.

.?likely to atten.d,a vocational, technical or two-year institution while
A

-the higher-income student is more likely.fo be 'enrolled. --in a our-year .

. .

***cadmic institution (44ice of Planning
)

IN4get,Eyaluation, 1977), The

- -retention rate is muclrhigiier for high -income students than low-income.

.

According to the census bureau, the percent of high 'school gradUates _

/
enrolledNin college was 33.7 percent en;1967 quid 3 .1 percent in 1976, a

-- ,
"sliprdeaeiii overall., When the *civilian noninstitutional population was

. fr. .
.

irtoken down by income, the percent with numbers ,enrolled fulf7timh in college
,

wge: IT_

f-f



1976

under .$5,Q00 17.5
- ;

45100 - 9,999 _24.4

.410,000 - 14,999- ,33.0

.

,TABLED

1975 '1974 1973

17.6 2- -'14.6 .14.7

26.6 23.1 22.8-

.

33.4 31.2. 32.4

-415i,000 and-over 49.8 s. 50.2 46.6,- 48.6"

Median income of -
-----.1d1ies with

4members enrolled
full -time. in.

1972 1371, 1970, 1967
,

16.3 ,14.2, - 15.3 ..13.1

25.5. 26.4 26.3. 26.2

34.6 34.7 37.2 .37.9

50:1, 51.4 53.2 53.9

;dO11ete 418,009 $17,335 418;188 $18,606 $17,440 $17,008 416;706 $14,620

Table from-Current Population Reports Series, No. 66, U.S. beiartment of Commerce;
Bureau of the Census, Characteristics of American Children and Youth: 1976, p. 21.

.
.

.

.

It is difficult to interpret these-nua bers.. Basically, it is clear that the
,

,t . _
. . _

thuunme group under $5,000 is the only income category that has enjoyed an

- increase in participation dates. It is equally clear that relative to Othep/-
,

image groups, they are still under-represented/ At the same time,..the

1.
-median-income of college attendees has increased, implying that there is an

_

q -- overall increase in-incomes, especially at the upper end of the.income scale.
-

.

'These data present a mixed pictures There is noindisputable evidence that

'public student aid licy has made a great deal of difference in the aggregate .
. .vo ..t.. .

r.itteidance'rates in college. There have been major economic and social changes

1:hatiould'be'uied juii s well to account korthe.fifferences. These inclu

-the changei in draft law, a major recession,' changes in employment rates and

Its-in attitudes toward minority:rights and opportunities.

-..-_-__..,

number of variables_ have been identified by,researchT as factors in the .

. .
%.....

-decision to attend college. There seems to be agreement that the following
,. ...

cial and personal variables all play an important rote-(Fife, 1975).



. .
- parental encouragement to .go to college"
- measirrea. of altitude and academic= performance
- parents educational level and number of books in the home
- type of high school curriculum taken _ ,
- family income . 4:: .

- academic motivation avid plans to attend college while in high school
attendance of peers -

. the factors vary and the-amount of, influence ascribeCto each one varies,

depending on the nature of the research approach and definition of.the

7rariables used in the individual studies. There appears to be agreement

. -that while financial factors play a role in the decision to attend college,

it is not the critical variable. Jones W. Trent and _Leland L. Medsker report

that "In the final analysis ws not lack of finances that appeared to be

primarily related to failure to attend college, but lack of interest" (1968;

-51.125.9).., Robert H.,Berls repo& assimilar conclusion. "Objective factOrs
.4

such as lack of money do'nOt_seem to be of Overwhelming impprtance, and the

fhotori of inadequate academic background and lack of interest combined

'exceed lack of finances.ag a reason..." (Beris, 1969, p._154).

'Mese studies were ddne with traditional students. StudiesOf students over

25'yertars o age report that they respond differently. to educational oppor-

, 4ant3ty.than traditional students. John Bishop and Jane Van Dyle carried

out a sophisticated /national study usifkg 1970 census .3ata and report that

-the most o-rtant fietors in attendance of adults is lox-tuition and the

existence of a two-year school within counting (stance. Availability of.
1 four-year school had almost no impact on attendance. Thii may be explained

by differences in cost of attendance and admissioirstandards between the two

:types of schools, but. the fact remains that.73 percent of the. adults in the

;ample attended a two -year ptiic school. Leo A. Munday, using different

:techniquet and a differertt set of students which he labels "fiontraditional
-

sttideritt," reporti similar results ,(1976). It may be that for adults and
-

9

A
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-tither?nontraditional students, attendance
.

\ii contingent -upon the avail-

'ability of a low cost, two-year schoe1)lithin commutifig distance.

Bishop and Van Ilyke alsO'identified.personal Chara#iristics of older

.ztudent; that are related to attendafice., The-older "a-person, the less
_

likely they are to attend School. -The presence of children, especially.

-young children, .also reduces likelihood of attendance. -G6yernment

and technical employeeS are mo 1,ikely to attend than other employee

categories. Finally, the.availability of-veterans/ benefits resulps in

greater probability of attendance.

-
.

The older student is likely to be a part-time student. It is not clear
0

frog the study how. many part time students are aided by federal or state

--programs of student financial aid. The dncreasing proportion of indepen-

-4ent students under 25 makes it- difficult to decide what proportion. of
student aid is going to adults. The Act that availability of veterans'

benefits triples the likelihood of attendance indicates that student aict
..".

could be of major imigreance, in the college attendance decision .for adults.

-John Bishop and Jane Van Dyke do not address the student aid question

directly, but they pciint out 'that in terms Of --tuition, adults are twice as

sensitive to- changes in price_ as traditional stud- efris.

'Roving to the State level, there are several laCtors associated with over-

All attendancvrates. In 1971, the Carnegie Comiisiion published The .

- Capitol and the Campus. In'thar report they found that statewide enroll-
.

sent rates in postsecondary edUcation were associated with high school

Tetenticm rates, state expenditures 'on higher educ ion and open access

policies. - -

I
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The' Education Commission of the States -worked with a task forcb :on student
, .
-financial assistance at the 'same time (1971). In the report, it was pointed

- ,..

tout that: states differ significantly in the proportion of resident low income
t

Sid. lies, ranging from Connecticut with 18,.2.percent to Missfiisippi with 52.7

.

percent. They.found a directrelationshipbetween this poverty measure grid

the proportion of 18- tOs2l---year-olds - enrolled in CILktege. The states with low-
-

dthcome:-popu3.ations tend to have a lower proportion.of eats. onrollerli..

This research wis rkine based on the Fisdal Year 1969 41-011S when

3-ffice of Education distributed $364 million in student 'financial' aid.
#

)

-The .1970 census revealed wide interstate differences in enrollment rates.

-The differences are relatedr to differences in per capita income. and in.

the racial composition of the populations of states. There is a 16w

-enrollmenit rate in the Southeast which accounts for much of this difference. t
-They' are also closely related to -high school graduation rates. The Carnegie

:Council` concluded 'diet a major part of the effcrit to equalite opportunities
.

to enroll in colleges and unlversities must be directed toward improvements

do secondary education that mill increase the holding' power of high school's

.11975), ,
,

-Vie liit ff vaiiables that influenct rates needs-to be .expandid

zW the follpwipg state level characteristics:

.4tyailability of two-,-year public colleges within commuting distance
--grad4tion rates from 'high school in the .state .

-, ., ,,

s , Itccial dompctsition of the .state,--populatibn` .
--proportion of 16w income. tesidents in -the state. .. .

per capita. income.. , - f ,f
44_ '

' i cr. I 4

c c * i
}most of these results were based on 19470; census &id there is
-solo Amite that things have improved since then. In 19751 NLES 9made a

. _ . . / ..
, .4

student migration study. The f011ohi ng table presents the state residents
. # . . , t *.



-A1aska
, -Arizona
--Arians/as
"tell.formia

Corhiecticut
.iDeraware
-14shington, D.C.
Florida
-Georgia

-,, Hawaii
. Idaho

----Indiana

Xansas

.--Lotrisiena
.wine
-Maryland
-Missachusetts
-Michigan--

- Minnesota-:.-
'Mississippi
Missouri

--Montana
-Nebraska
Nevada

Haw:shire
G Jersey

--

-New Mexico
-sews York,
forth 1 ina
lioiortk ta.-

- -Oh
=-1)klahoca-
Oregon .

jentsylyania
-*Rhode Island

-Souttr-Carolina
..South- Dakota
.lenriessee'.

e3
lUtah

as
1(errrot
Virginia

. -11ashington.
Vest Yiriinia
Viidonsirt

4

4,

/
-TABLE 2 .

.

'SMTE F.NROWilaff RATIOS
4

-400u atin gttnate

.

State Residents Enrolled'
in Colleges AnywhereA

.

--

3,614,000
-404,634

2,224,000
2,116,000

21,123,000 .

1,534,000
3,095,000

579,000
716,000

4,346,000
-4;926;-000

1365,000
121,000

21.145,000
5,X1000

-2,870,000
2,267,000
3,396,000
3,791,000'

. 1,059,000
4,145,400
6,828,000
9,157,000
3,926,000
2,346,800

,763,000
48,000

.1 2,000
5 000
81 000

I

.

. *

, _

7,316,
1,147,

18,246,58
9,451,0

635,000
10,729,000 \
2,712,000 \

2,288,000
11;829,000

927,000
2,818;000

183,000
.4,18e,000

.212,737,P00
1,206,000

471,000
. -4,967,000'

3,547,000,
71803;000
4,606,-000

324,000

126,566
12,805 .

:102,756
56,622

.1,245,247

-

-Ratio

-3.50

-.68
5.89
3.97:
4.31
3.81

- 3.68
3:25

_2.71
4.63
.3.66

-f 4,15
2.93

-3.54
.2.05

. 2.82

3.90
4.34
4.13
4.17
3.65
3.56
3.48!
3.77
4.46

1 3.13
3.98

100,662 .
133,489.

. 22,076

271,C48
133,481
40,031
-30,02g

462,044
155,578
401,597

91,822
95,683

'115,673
14,492

161,696
253,053
378,105
163,646
85,632

169,550
26,060

.58,128
46,406
25,593

-290,890. _

4

-41,924
103,203
.197,014*

26,918
362,273
110i719
109,815
68,437,
32,263s

"

26,125'
.146,13r
3114539
-77,863
23,269

145,648
185,786
-58,876

.."20a,342
no.as

4.40
3.61
4.24
3.38
4.08
4.80
3.1)
3.48 ,
3.83 -A
4.48
3.49

A.18
6.46
4.94
2.93
5.24
3.27-
4.39
3.55
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trolled". iii college anywhere id a proportion ta:the stag, Population in
....

.., ,4
-.: 1975. Their percentage ianges from Ar low Of 2.68. percent in Yirkansas to :

I '0

4 . . a ,
a high of-6.46. percent in IkaA. In general, the low'enrchlment ,rates. area

4

11.

A

the$Outh'ithile -;..he'gb. -ratios tend'to West.
.

rV .
,;,Ntelations-hip" between /the .-pictiolltiiinfif ,the states

,

1

I
1

so,

leW cp1.1ge .and the amount per $1,9Q0 Iiiimine. spent cin --pdstse ondary
., . ... - .,,.-.

:;ecucation (r= .392). This suggests two-mossIbilities. Tirst, the strong- / . .2. . 7 -. ... .
. . . .,

gzommitmefit to education is isilected in both might propensity to attend. ,- ... .
- ,college and a public wiililignest to spend pn eduslation: The .second is

.

-

.

that the provision of accessib4.19w7cost public institutions incitases
, . ,. ,. ,

'attendance rates. -I histen.to add there i.s no relationihip between
4). . .

proportidn.of students enrolled in independent MIleges _in a state.tnd

.
tk,koverall pOition of populationi-enrolledin apy college. A is not

tilevr,es ce pf private colleges,,
--,

.
'the ab,enceS of two-year schools that,

-4-,
I ' ..

1 . ' b... ...
;-, j_ - - fl. .

-:5ighttexplain the enrollment differences:: e /

_

0

-Mere is a slight negaiive relationship between, the pr

*

per capita income r= -.14

-population Thd in ege and the net cost ocji educatideas a zatio Of

1917 of a state

This is an estimate to measure the 'effo
. , .,

-takes to pay for education before-student aid is dis'2tributed in the te. -4. , A 4 : . All

-21thother measof the same phenomena is the

..

ielatipship of the net unmet
, ..

'meecil of Studerkti 'attending-college; that isi need after aid is distributed,
4-, \ v
and the pr9portion of the populatittn attending college. Again, the rela-.

. /
-tionslit is 'in the expected-direction -(r= 7402); Ina not large.

1... 7.

. S

.

.'- . I

Ale"' 4

N 0

It appears, using aggregate data; that there is not a sitrongreTation:-
41%...

.

/college

. --
-ship between the ,proportion of the, state poptilation.attending and

4. \ - . '% c c, IT°

.'d
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.
*v.1 effort or cost of ding. The data used :for 'this analysis are

-

explainer in a later sectibn.of2, heipaper (see Yttges 23 and 26). Suffice it to

.say, that the me7asuies of unmet need are rough estimates du¢ open to improvement.
-A

1 4

11
0

A final factor influencing attndance is the labor iiafrket. The, labor' market

Anfluentes enrollment in two ways. 'First, the prospects ,of. Immediate employ--, .
isientincreases the income 'foregone if the st enrolls in co4ege. For.

-
.

-31exampIe, in Alaska, the chance to work.on suspected to have

zesulted in a. dip in enrollment of Alaskan student. d, the ekiectatiou

.future income flows resulting from an investment in education Ialum-ices

enrollment behavior to, :a degree.

. -

. 0
. . .

'The impact of labOrtmarket factors has been most striking in recent times
. . c

for Blacks (Freeman, lam. Oppoitua#y for employment as a black teenager

. ,
eV 6

relatively poor, whi.1-, recent black graduates have reached eco-
< r .

momic parity, with whites. BlacIE enrollments are increasing and shifting

from teaching and related service jobs to such fields as business; engi.-4,

-aieerIng and accounting. Both of-these developments appear to reflect
.
economically rational responses to market incentives and .oppoittmities.

Vie impact of labors market variable's, on enrollment are long term.. There

between field's, depending on, deinand

enroltigent i gen etal are not as clear_

*re definitely shore term shifts

v.. -those fields, but the effects on

7-Vordon, 1974).*
. . ,

. This review points out that participation e no cessarily

. 1,unCtion of the net,Price available to the student, but, price is one factor
,

=bong many. The research indiates that participation in postsecondary,
..

. education could be 1.ncrfased by Investing effort in high school prepaatory,7 c

c
0

--

-1I--

. . .



.."" .
and counseling prttgrami, expanding two-year colleges .into new areas; ands'

e

counsel#Voith parents. If7participation rates are*Used as a way to -5
. ,

itetasure the impact 14 price of education to. the student, grave errors

-could be made in comparing different legions of the country.
.

-Given these complexities, federaLand state policy" might be better Aervea

by addissing the question o# educational opportuni-iy instead of access

-.and choice. Muc:ationa.t opporttmktzlis not measured by participation rates,

1rttt iby the av lability bf institutions at a price ..that..is -deemed possible
C .for the various income groups to-pay. Net price canbe with tui-

%.

-I:ion:and student grants.
* -

. . r
-The strength of this approach is that it is a quick and easily understood

'4 e.

stray to Aletermine how inititutional, state and federal, policy are inter- ,/N4.
acting to provide edt/Cationa opportunity to students in different parts

45f the country: f 1Tho approach would allow-each of the three ,payers to
9 "

73. t or .

-4.

:evaluate their contribution to providing educational opportunity and thus
_les c

make ii easier to determine nhat'policy chariges or lo'difications should

be made at each of the three levels:
.. . .

lie definition of equality of educati.smal opp orttmity may be viewed in terms

---of--net price available to studerits.' Net *Ice is de-fined as college cost .
. -

',mantis the sum of the snected 'faxiily contribution and grants [Net *Pripe--4 ),
,, .,

Cosi of Attendance - (Family Contribution + Student Grants)]., Inthis scheme- ,
.

,_-,. .._

the studentis self7Itelp,is defined- in terms of work- and loans necessary toloans
r- . ,
Make attendance possible Equality. of opportunity exists when the net price

a 6
for a given cost option is the lase for all students # the same income cateT

4:-.
gory. As the cost goes up, the 3lme price to the student, increases, but



is from similae'rncome groups continue to share the same price. The
-

t.of Education reportsthat there is 4 remark.ibie consistency across

A :, .. :J
iline*aielakses in the actual net prices Imidby first-time, full-time post-,

econdary stuflEnti for all institutional cost levels (Offi of Planning
. --..- .

-1------ .. ,.. .
4

and Buaget EvaluatioA, l977, p. 36). John Baines of the Office of Planning.

-.and
,:
Budget Evaluation has artculated the net price concept as an important

J
i

-::7 e=- ' .1, - -.. ,
-Idellice for.providing the federal government a picture of what the outcomes_ .

theiperse student aid programs are.

c-.: , ,, v. -

Mere are several problems wb. the approach which_ implies thatosome care
0 \

? - + 1 . ,.

-should be tat in developing h concept.. F' the net price. can only

.-die estimated for ,those who attend college. There is noL way to decide'what
,.. .-. - .- , .

- 0.-e .
i,-* s_.- ..,

the net -irce Is for thate who do not attend ollege but might if the cosg

Ng

.swere,liss.t Second, if aiet, price becomes' an official measure used to dis-

--triettitejederal- stud aid funds, there would be an incentive for states
.

in order to capture federal aid dollars. Third,-to'raise pubIletuiti

-there a e data weaknesses,--There are infrequent instances where reliable

s
-fly income data is colleaedtfrom both aided and nonaided students attend.-

.

zing college in_a state. Cuirently, the information is available only on a
a

)49Treceakeac basis. Given these caveats, the approach shows promise. There is

0
-some possibili,R, that when this measure of education& opportunity (used,

*
-,ccatperPd participation rates, very different outcomes could be expected.

jome a aoicples might make these differences 5learera,

0
Suppdsi that 946,00o -family income groups were compared between two

states., State A has a .15, percent participation rate of the group'xith a

net pric` of

-Pat3toll ?Ate

Or.

4
17. "'
5,

$0 in *e$2.300-cbsi school.

income and cost,k

State B hai a 20 percent partici'

ategory with a net price to the



4' 9

. .

student of $2017. If participation gates were the critrition, there would
. ,

be a tendency to put sore money' into student aid programs in State A. If_student

nest price were the measure to be used, `torte B would: receive inerr

It is not probable that eithbr,of these measures would be uled-as an affi-

cis; guide ;to lisbursiitg Ands but" they might provide a subtle pressure to
. ,

: .-- .
shift'allociations. For example, such of the current debate about middy-

, ---7' ,-
...

._ .,
--tacos& st'udent's and student aid is based on a dip in participation rates, d.

of these

-this pap

ents over the last several years as indicated in Table I of

argument is that the students who are outside the eligi-_
-;

bili botmdries for student aid do not attend Yeciuse of the price. The

-evidence is that the real price of college has declined rela tive to the

-ability by middle-income parents to pay for college. The decline par-

-ticipaticp rates would appear to pe due to factors other than cast, of
- ,. ..

-education.

'
-Sumaarr

S
4

, .

Within* the exit airmtfagent, the available prices to the rudentisTonly7 :
A., :'- , ?,

-- a .
. one factor among many th is associated with the" decision* to attend college
./ - -.

or not. Factor's, o direct policy manipulation seem to'-'be more ice.
i, ..P

1 h 4 - . . le . i 1 -I.7ortint. Comparing...States, it appears.that there is little relationship
.
.

c.- 'ftel
nc

,
between income and college attendance. T he dvidee suggests t the

continued reliance on participation as ail indicator of the success of

c 1:1:21t aid 1,tprograms lit riding,access might be misleading.,, ,

. ,.
. 4 , 11.

. . %

Participation rates May be helpful-as a relative measure of success but it.00 , . : , ,\ - ., ,-- .. ..
is-not possible 'to determine what absolute level of participation is optima.ti . - - - , .

Pisdicted changes sin, participation rates related to changes in price-may.

'help planners estimate the income that would flow from various pricing

, -14- ti
. f.. 0 .
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>
egies or the -number of students that might attend ufireiritilfferent

,
prices mighi alsO be helpful for short term planning.- The comparison of -

participation rates across jeographic boundries to help guide pricing of

4

postsecondary education is:not helpful. An alternative is to assess the

'net price paid by students of various income groups for similar costs of
.

-aeduciation.. This iteasure of 'educational oppOrtunity will be helpful' at all

-Mliree 'levels-of -decision making.
.

. 0

-DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT Alit T% STATES

. .
,c)'Mere is no study which breaks down.the 'available net price available to

ztudents by in6ome group and.cost of education. there are two factors
4 .f e

- -that make this difficult First, there is no reliable data available
C 4

'that can beiojrroicen down by state and institutional cost on fhe income of.

ztudents atteging school in the county. :Second, the desCription of Wit,

=eceived what student aid is, not available on a ,colierent .basis. These two

-problems make-it impossible, as least in the shorerun, to do anything but

June. the variance. Most of the preliiinary research in the field has

-concerned itself with state-level aggregation of-lueet need and, statewide

-ziard of aid. There are'wide extremes reported in the availabtiity of

-Ilia in Aftent states.

The 1971 EGS report noted a-marked variation in the distribution ,of federal

-student aid funds, The total United Stites Office of Education state allot-
.

asents Varied. from a lowoof $9.29 per undergraduate in Alaska to $41.80 in

Warmont. jmuihors concluded that her was only a marginal relationship

between levels of poverty and thi distribution of student financial aid at

-the state level, They suggested that states distribute the federal aid .

dollars to institutions instead of using he r gion81 panels.

V



is '1973, the7Southern Regional Education Board (OEB)arevietted the net price

of college opportunities in the 14 southern regioL states (Davis, 1973)._
. n,

., c

They estimated the unmet need of enritled students. in the institutional sectors
of each state. An estimation of unmet'nee4 was derived by tamng-the cost

of attendkince-minus the expected parental contribution from the tollege

Scholarship Service=s calculation plus the student aid distributed in the
states, te,Ost - (Parental Contribution + Student Aid) = Net Unmet Need].

The remainder was declared "sacrifice!' or net unmet need: Jerry, Davis
.

"Toimd the sacrifice was uneven' distributed among the 14 states.

In 1975, the 'author completed a study on the distribution of student aid

based on 197243 school year information (John Lee,. et al., 1975). The pro-

'`v.edurE followed was similar to the Davis study, except that it was done for

all the states. At that, time, it was e:stimated that 43 percent of the.-.

student financial need was met by need-based noncatorir1 student aid.

'There was a grey deal) of-variance Found that average.. Thy following

A:states had students with at least 55 percent of all financial need met:

inclinna, Iowa, Kentucky, 'Mississippi, North Dakota, Kest "Virginia an4
'-

Wyoming. On the other extreme, the following states had less than 33

cent of the gross student need met: Alaska, California, District of

Co a, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, South Carylina'and Utah. It was

an confirmed that needy student's have widely differing opportunities

`to receive aid, depending on the state in which they college.

'The' grnegie Commission published The States land Higher Education in which
. , .-the reviewed,theroles of 'state,Iederal aid private sources in thesuir

port of higher education (1976). They point out that the three levels have



different interests. States.conCentrate:WiL'ily'lmi."' rt of institutions;

the federal government on student assistance; aaa research projedts'ind'pri-

vate sources on student subsistence and support of`istii6tions.
.

;4

4tate Id privite support, tend to be, enrollment driven while federal sup-:

- :7-'1 P- .port tends to be problem driven. They point out the returning -veterans,

sputnik and civil rights all provided impet4 to fed4ral efforts in post:

secondary education. Because federal effort.is problem driven, it tends

t o-be lore volatile than the other -two. They expect the total public '

:sh4rb to continue at 45 percent federal/SS percent state and They.

, ,

not'address the question ofthe variability in support between states

'the variation ill the proportion of support from federal, state and
.'

-private sources.
t

1,

ter. 0
In 1975; Carufgxelpublphid The Federal Role in Postsecondary Education

- ,

;thick spoke more direttly to the interstate equity question. The report

1.
is critical of the state allocation fbriulas in Supplemental Educational ,

,Oppoitunity Grint,(SE00), College Work Study (CMS) and National Direct

Student Loins (IDSL).. They believe that the formulas should bem9dified
t.' , . ', e -

so that each institution receives tlie she share of, its panel documented
,F, ,

-funding of th#se three programs. lbwdo not suggest how Ruch change in

I
,

-zward avels this would mean or hoy it night be put into place.

4
4 'There is general agreement on theTointthat the federal goirernment and

,states should share responsibility for fiaancing postsegondary education

/ . . '...

-with private sources .There has beim very little work done docu-

'seating the interstate bifibrencesvin the `shares frot the three es,
.- .

...

nor there been much work.on the specific question, of the dist 'bution

student'wid dollars other than to suggest that the state allocation
.

aa



a

a a.

'formulas for the three institutionally based programs hould be modified

or done away with.

There are several .explanations .for this* lack of information on the dittri-
.

*
notion of student opportunity among states. First federal Student aid

-programs were designed to aid studentl. There was consideration of the

dmpact on institutions but little concern for the state level questions.

.Second, states were not an education lobby in the early years. of program

:d
ievelopment.

It has beenin the i701,that the states -have begun to :.
t'

-emerge is an_ organized group in the student and field. Now that all the.

.
-states have a program, they should .become' an even stronger foi'te in the

-development of student financial aid programs. Third, there is no agreed

Atpon definition of what .constitutes a good'distribution to states. There
. .

are zany factoiss that could
,

be considered in the distribution.. These include
-enr)llient? average income inVtlie state, cost of attenance( state effort

c ,- .. , . .
to finance postsecondary education, instittrtional mix, high school grad-o

- c
mites and inportation/exportaticm of students. Fburth, there is a

lack of coherent management information tliat allows the distribution of

lederarlollars to be;7acked to state.

States- differ on nearly every variable that, might be important in the

Ilistribution- of student financial; Seve-iil of those variables will

be described in,ithis section. These include average cost of attendance,
--.

-financial aid available throtigh the federal zad.stat student aid pro=

-grams, average =net need i- the state, the averige per-lcapita_ income

'i:te state and the propoition of enrollment --under $12,000.
.

18-
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The purpose of this, sectiorAs. to, make the differences between states

explicit and to -determine what the implicationk-of thise differences
. .

,..., - 1 i

are fcri the provision of equal opportuility for students; In" the follow-
: '-i,

ink 'Sectiaai, some possib/e*asons for-the difference in distribution.
.

of federal student aga dollaii will bepresented.

,14:ist of the data in thiisection was. providedby. Dail/ Carlson ficim

study funded by thei'Office of Planning and Budget Eval-

p.s. Office of Education. The data is in unedited and 'unreleased

Care shdUld be taken in interirreting these data. The 'inalgsis that
.

-should be (one 'is to compare the net -cost" of attendance 1Cost of Atten-
4 ., '

.1 . ;I.dance -J (Parental Contribution + Grantsn for income groups foci each of
, .-several gross cost of attendaabe levels. (Grols cost is merely thetni-

9

lion and fees plus-the student's cost of done on a state-

by-,tate basis, Several things could be ascertained, First, if low-
-incase students (family income trade; 1203 are facing "the same net; .

cost for similar institutional costs 4n diffOrent states; Second,

=thit'availability ofstudent spaces at th; various ..ost levels. There
i"

- c \may be a problem in supply, not demand in some' states. , ',Third, an analysis)

idf -which agency of government foots the bill for the net cost could be
,i _.,_

made. It 73.1d te differing proportions of local, state,-priVate and
. ..., -e., , c .

-federal dollazs. The baseline would be the estimated cost of. education

3n -that seer. 0

4 . , .
the data.it not available to do this analysis ozi a state-by-state basis

I ;* .at this timeo, Two alternate measures'cin be used in an attempt to, estimate'
. -...:.:

... _. . .
the -rough: magnitude_of difference that exists on an aggregate basis.

1

ao

A



The.first is the average cost of attendance. ThUmmasure is:as follows:

APIA1St of Education - (Grants + Loans 4 kork Study)). This is a some-

-what different measure than net price which is'the expecied self-help
.

'fret the student after parents have contributed and grants have been
.

amvorded. Averav price differences would,indicate the possibility of

,differences in net price also. -
le

The second measure of educational-opportunity to be used is aggregate

urimetneed. The steps in calculating aggr egate unmet need for each

state are presented in Appendix A. The measure gives an estimate of

the level of sacrifice necessary to se nd a student to school. It in-
.

.cludes a measure of family income interpreted as expected family contri-

bution and the cost of attendance.
,

There are several criticisms, that have been leveled at both these. measures

of educational opportunity. The basic problem is that the information has

necessarily been dealt with on an aggregate foiik which hides whatmay:be

important relationships. In bath cases, it might be that low income stu-

dents enroll with the help of largestudent aid packages which reduce

s!.-
-ball the average net price and the unmet need. It is assumed, however,

, 4

that if major, differences are found in the aggregate measures, there is

'probably cause t9,belreve that further beakdowns of the data by income

.

and sector would also reveal important differences. It is necessary

and when, the data is developed -- to describe the attendaqcees by income-
.

level and institutional cost for each state.and then compare each iegmel

across the states.

4
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Net paice anziumnet need do represent different measures of state condi-

tions. Net #rice calt'be thought of .a.s the potential cost of the educativ

to students Consideiing'enrollment. The Unmet need can be thought of as

.tIte sacrifice of students attendinglcollege in the state.

.

Unmet need has several problems that constrain its usefulness. First,.
/

--.41(5 expect fiaily contribution is a rationing dea -ice,. not an empiri-

13zally deriv systmn. People could contribute more or liSs'to education

\than ile' tion indicates due to the whole host of mitigating cireum-
/ .

. .

tances. Secon the* unmet need calculation is dependent an the income

, estimates'for students attending institutions of different cost. There

f . . .-

is no single source of estimated income that captures all enrolled stu-
L

dents. (The system used in the current calculation-has been included as
. ,

. Appendix A.) Third, unmet need describes the sacrifice of those currently
. , ..

,
...:.- .

attending college,. There is-ho.lcay to estimatg,theneed of those who did

not attend-college due to financial constraint:

Cost of Atten ce
./

.

The first table in this section,Table 3, has the average cost of atten-
.

dancr in ead state. This was deiived by weighting each institution's

budget' for lull-time resident students by the full-ftt e-rtrident enroll-
,

ment. For states and institution sectors with no student budget data,.
the national average level was substituted. This gives the average cost

,

of a state resident attending school in the state a full -tim? under-
,

graduate. The cost attendance figure is followed by a liguie of total -

student aid per full-time equivalent. This sepTesents the avragi stag

of'all grafts, work and loans 4ailable itthe state based on l975 -7f, dis-

,.
-,

tributions of federa;.!and state dollars (BEOG, SEM5DSL, GSL,.C4S and .-
. .

C
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,

state grants). These 'aids

students, next column,
'grant. "The, last

are given to b6th in-state

is the arannit, of the total

colulff IS the average cost

,

d- out -of- state.

award-. package- avail:

Of attendance, whichZ
Is merely' the cost of ,attendance minus tie' state and federl sgident.ii
per FTE. .

The highest average cost of attendance for a state, $3,676, 'Is! in Massada\, .

setts..* '(liashington, D.C. has a cost of $3,886.) Mississippi ieporl s the

...lowest cost of atiencknce at $1,885. A difference Of $1f791 from the cost,
rr

of atten.dince in Massachusetts. These extremes bracket .a national average
.

'cost of attendance,figure of $2,636.

The average amount of student aid av ailable 1.n. 1975-76 on a ATE basis was

$394. The range went from $1,159 in Maineto $128 per student in Utah.

Therenge spans $1,031. The size'of the award that is available in the

fora of greats varies from a high of $529 in Maine (New York has the second.

highest grant size at $261) to h low of $38 in Hawaii. 1As BEOGs hav'e begun

to provide a larger share ofi-"the student financial aid package, these
,

figures have changed: However, since there is no state breakdown of BE0c
.

%awards for current years,. it is
it%

not feasible to determine the changes -in

4--grants at the state level. 4 4

On the average, out-of-pocket prim of attendance is reduced_ by Student

$294, with' $127 of that 1.n grants. The difference in cost between

Massachusetts and Migsissippi was reduced to $1,706, a decrease of $85

--frOm the d.ifferei4ces before aid was distributed., The distribution'of
. !*.

student aid has not acted to reduce the variance in the price available

to itucientsih the vdrious states.
.

0

e
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1

- -
sN
. Even if the table does not do rota toward helping us understaed why the

. .

differences shoulcrexist, it raisers several questions. 'In tein; of.
. .

,
if e : , c - , . .

-the distribution of student aidi-why does Utah get so Tittle per student
\____

tr.

while Maine gets so asichi Otheistates 'with-Small per student share are

Hawaii ($184), Idaho' ($191);tArizona\ ($204) , North Carolina ($216) and

Virginia ($225),..On the high end the spectr,mi_withilMaineis New Mexico.

.

($877), Illinois ($726), Pennsylvania ($665); Vermont ($663) and Cali-

-forma ($654). These iwo, groups of states are also different in the
.

-pr.oPortibn of tee-award that is in grants. The high award states have
; N...441

_average of 37.2 percent 'of the awards in grants, above the average

for th'e anion, while the loU award states have 30.0 percent iii grants,

.

below the national average. A, possible explanation o? the differences ,

is that four of the six highraward states have developed collipiehensive,

.
state grant programs that account for their relatively high proportion.
-of grant awarcg.

TheOfigures suggest that the availability of aid is unevenly distributed

among the states' and the type of aid that is. available differs widely.

Maine students have the 'price of attendance reduced through student aid

on the average of 38 percent, while the students itUtah can expect-

a -reduction of only 5.6 percent. The 'national average reduction is
. r

14.9 percent.

.

it is not possible at this

.

e ,to explain why the distribution is' so

uneven. 'There are several possible explanations. First, there ii the

possibility that student financial need is not reflected in the net

=price figures. VariatioYrin the income of attendees could result in
. .

phanged,nted., That possibility is investigated in the next, tal;le.

2 7
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Set\chdP e sophistication of aid officers 1.n applying for aid varies in
.

i different -regions of the country resulting in greater or lesser possibil-

ity of awards. Third, there might 12eicultitral -biases against aid as a

-form of welfare or' federal interference in local affairs.- Itourth,",federal
- -

policy may bias4the distribution-of aid.. Theie Must remain as speculation

-Art :the current 0.

.

met Ikea

-

-Cost of attendance intlroduces only tine aspect of student financial 'teed.-

J.E4res..ariigh in. a state-and-the 4arition is high; "_it maybe less cif

.hardship to attend than _in a -state-where -ttiition and iilcome

axe tow, An alternative -measure to liet Trice is,"unmet need.ii Unmet

-deed is a deriled number that captures _both -parental contribution edu-

-ation and-cost of educatie" The differepce- between cost and ability to _
.

c . . , .

rim 4Simlle terms, is the unmet needs the co-St of attendance increases-3

Qui *ally income (1-md tins expetted

,, . , .

contribution) decreases" -unmet

reed "increases. Most federal student financial aid is' designed to redtice- .....-

-the level cillmmetoitedtfor low-inciime studerrtecli is possible for a ,high

Anemia family- to ,infra a high -mate of unmet need, due to high cost of =en-..
lalanCe, but not -be eligible for any federal -suinidiei.,

""), .

The data in Table 4 is ilenived ,frpa beryl Carlson's *ork. ,{Thecalculatfor

':for, nnmet need 71:n each state -are presented in Appendix A.) The first
-

=olman is the average unmet net of resident.full-tiqp undergraduate-,students.

71he second c:olmiri indicates the percentage of the state residents attending

-1:ollege in a siate with a family income belo!! $12,000. The $12,000 and

order range was picked bidause it represents a population that is generally

..

4,4
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4

eligible,for based,student aid program. 'There is, as one would
. ,

s a,

expect a positive relationship between the Average -unmet need _figure and

that propor4on under $12,000 because the income of enrolled students is

one factbr ueedc-inestikating.tirnmet need.. The final col:up:a lists the
..

,. ;-..... -
avefige.,per capita income of-the. state., --'This figure tcrovides axougii

t ) -- , .,
*Ind.t.citidn of .tiie jeneral ;real-th- in -the:stiter '-

.

.

"Thelunmet need,ntalber is the it important information for analYticatpur-
. ,

-Xs-es. The pioportion og, 46 lied population with income under $12,000 and
.4 p.

rite .1975 per`capita income levels- zre textual information thxdallews
,..

. .
,

he generai personal wealth levels of the state -to, be estimated. states,
..\:--, ---, ,

Y#h a low per capita income (less-than $4,500 per year) are Alabama, .

sl /

Arlaktsas, Mississippi and New Ne:d.cp. MA income -states (over $6,500)1 : -

!l..1.141ca, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Illinois, New Jersey and New
..,.,

.I'he
fra

two nondcmtiguous states` and-the District of Columbia are
.

6 special -fitoblem'reases. They have high unmet need and high per capita

-Because most student aid programs rule out stud) with high
.

i:actue.s,-eyen if they have high need, students in t.h hree areas des

-tot seem to be well served by current -federal pro

iThe ineerake enrollment ..of students an, income ender 43.2,00q is 44

;-percent: It' ranges from a iiigh of 88 percent, in Itrizaisis and- 86 percent

Missik.:ippi to low of 25 percent in' Washington and 27 percent in
.: ;

-Virginia. there is a negative CdtptlitiC111 of -.344 between the Biro

r
tion of the-enrcilment under$12,000 and,the average per captja income in

,

- I

,

S

e'Sfate. this means' that thepercentate of :students enrolled under

412s000 Increases as the per capita income decreases.



The:unmet need figure varies widely from a low of $289 in Florida to a. .

high -of $1,233 in_Mis Sissippi_(kstr-ict of 'Columbia is $1,582) with' a

-national average Of sm.-The range is $844, a significant sun when le '.4":_,14 .

4 ..,' - .. ,
.

is =mothered that the average -cost of attendinCe...in the nation is $2,636

linnet need represents "thy sacrifice that is necessary for a-Lige-nt to
;-

-.. . .

.4/tend school. The unmet need is reduced by the availability of stilent
.f.

.:tztancial -aid. Grants provide a reduttion in unmet need while loans and

-,work opportunities provide an easing of the tnitediate burden.

ihiderstaading the limitations on these sabers, it is std;.-possible to

evelora general.-seri:se of the- differ= s that exist between states and

tow the distribution of federal student aid affects those differences.

' 'One snigesed criteria for distributithi of federal student aid is that each

state,shduld have.the unmet need xedu.ced by the same proportion-as the

*national. average $828, as indicateein Table 4. That means that student

-aid fi"13,roughly 48 percent of the unmet need in the nation.

If this itandlecd were applied to, the Finest need in each of the states,
. ,./
-the dis ribction would be as 'seen in Table 3._ The 14gaiive.nuabers indi

;:ate that the isctual award was less than the expected award. There are

zeven'states with an actual award of at leaSt $2209 more than the expected

.
maze. *The fol.lowing" 7),retables Crables 6 and _p' sent thoZstites with

the state's share of the award subtracted from the total. Of those seven,

state award share is- sub,.

Maine, New 14exico

y four axie above the $24Q""level after. the

2t:racted. They are the states of California,

'and North Dakota. California,Maine and New Mexico have a larger than

4verage.grant coup' client, while North Dakota is righ the .average grant

*at
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STATES WITH AT LEAST 4200 MORE AID TEAM PREDICTED PER FTE
r

State IN *!` access Award (e. State Award
. t. Total Federal

-.. .. .

. -

,California -4270 4 46 -" ,4224

-Connecticut --.;21 -35 , 181. , . tallInOi . o . -296- ,----, 170 -126
Sallie -. 794 16 16 ,`''' . 778 --

flew fielico 425 0 425
. :forth Dakota 295 -9 . , 286.

,
-Vermontt 20Z 16

.-\. .
.

Iher(i?e six states .thateive at least 4200 less than _expected -award :.
levels.as in Table 6, it is iforthrmoting that all the states in this

--...__

-category have very modest_ state grant programs: All of these have more than -

average enrollment from the under $12,000 category gd are'split between high

and low income states.

,4A-1
-TABLE 7

=STATES WITH. AT LEAST $200 LESS AID PER PTE -THAN PRED

State.

lilabama

iltka

Arkansas

Illitrict of Co

*IN- Hawaii '

C

-*ma Under
Expected Award State Award-

-$4

..277

257

'Total Federal

277

X433

6ti:3



size for the nation.. New Mexico is the only low-income stars. on the

With the exceptioa of-Noith Dakota they air have -less enrol t under

c 412,000 thait the average. The high-award states can_be characterized as

relatively ,wealthy states that are not serviig an outsize share of low-

income' students. 0

Alaska, 'District of Columbia4nd--Hawaii, indidated earlier, all pose

pecialeproblems. -The high cost -of living in Hawaii and A'aska drives

the =met need figure higher for students in these states than students

-in similar Isituati

'preference to

in 32-1-04nd areas_ liost student aid program giVe

students as oppoied to students with high unmet

need. Therefore, they get very little -studept aid. The District of Colum-

bia is a problem because most -students attend private schools at high-cost

AIWA drives the average up. It's really not a state and to a large:degree

4draws students from surrounding states.
c

It is important to no :e that these low-aithrd states have very_ modest state,

grant proraas. More stet

the need gap. It is also that the increases in the DEW-program

hill priivide a great deal of au to students in at least three 04 the states

Alabama, Ark and Mississippi -which, enroll many low-income

students and the- BEOG award schedule is partial to low-income appliC.ants.

. .
'fled student financial aia,could help CloSe

vo.

41.1 of the states, with elm exception. of Nilssissippi; have a lower than average
i f .

a
. dr

-grant package. Mississippi is $20 higher than the national average. At t24

seXtreieS* ,. it app that federal student aid` has done little t
-

$

-differences tionai opportunity among the'states.

'The current national distribution of student aid is not predictable

by the cost of at*,ancelr the level of unmetneed present in the state.

-31- ,34,



1 ;

Mere is_ strong evidence- that, at -the- extremes, the- wealthier states are

receiving a larger share- of student aid Vial* the'low-income states, Alaska,

Hawaii aid the District, of Columbia are.exc

,
Zito conclusions afi'e ested: Special coasid tion be gkiren to residents

.in and Alaska in calcuyting thiir famil contribution; and,- states

-with minimal at '-tudent aid prigrams deve
,4

C

greater effort that

,

the next section is,a description of Current student aid progrps.and how _

-they are distributed. The federal government provides over 80 percent of

40.1 the student aid money in the country. It is, therefore, important to-
minderstand the ways in which the money is distributed in the several

. -programs.

-according to the Congre ional Budget Office (CBD) (1977),Nte -federal

zovernmetrs three go in postsecondary education: (1) egiality of .

J :

-opportmirfor low-income students; (2) ease of financial burdens for

::amilies supporting children in college; and (3) to 'help keep Institutions

-lanancially alive and productive. to reach these goals, the federal govern-

-.3bent provides $7.9 billion to students, $4.8 billion to institutions and

41.7 billion in tax subsidies for a total of $14.4 billion. CB0,estimate.g

31.2 percent the total helps piovide equality of opportunity, 33.2
C

-percent helps provide institutional capacities and 15.5 percent eases ther
.Sinancial burden.

Otis paper has been limited to discusfien of funds providing equality of

opportunity and using the financial burden. Specifically, t se are the

4 7.
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six federal Office of Eciucatim,piograMs o student financial aid plus the

ederz student,Enan c.ialstate student grantProfirams. The majority
. . .

aid that is provided by the YeteranS Administration ins! Social Security
. .

. . -

_left out. -_, ,

The Ofece of Educzi'tion providfs 90 percent 'of all it postsecondary e4tca-
.

tisiin money fo students and the -remaining 10 percent to institutions. The

total student assistl nee was $2-5 billion in 1973-76, the year of the
1

4ata used in this paper. This includes all the ic-ian volume is the Guaranteed

-Student Loan Prograni (tLP) j:Itt not -the-money being recirculated in the

rational Direct Student Loan Ft,ogram (193511"). The :expected availability

. -of student financial aid in these prograMs by 1978-79 is est1=14 to be

'44.3 billioi (based on -q20 estimates), even more if current efi-oits to

II e federal award; are successful, The rapid trowth-ef the stuclent

,aid programs ikakes it difficult to provide an 194/ e baie for analysis,

especially on a state legeli, because the data lags by -about two years.

"Table 8 represents the dcillars appropriated for the five major federal
,

/-
7tudent aid yrogramb in 2g75-76,

I:-

The -federal State Student Incentive Grant hxt SSIGP) deserves.some
-----

..extra explanation. The frograz was developed is an inducement to help

4nvolve the states in at least a ;tinimal,student grant program. The

,:rtates,,are funding $746

irants last year and

million'in grants this, year, with $645 /din=

$510 million in 1975-76. This includes a federal

share of $60 million in this years $44 million in 1976-77 anska $20 million

-share in the 197$ -76 school yeat. SSIG comprises less than eight percent

of all the state need based grants: The dollars are unevenly-divided



j.

AVAILABILITY-OF'
s

Sational Direct Studegt loam
V

J

S FROM FEDERAL gnpErir AID PROGRAMS

t..

gramb *Si) 4 -327124,000
.

--federally 'Insured Student Loan Programs (-isL) 1.7.43,000,000

Collftge. Work Study (MS)

Stippitkiintal.Educational OpportunitT grant-- -(SEOG)

Bisic Educational grant (BEOG)

-TOTAL

420,000,000_

240;300,000

356,537 ,010

-42,342,261;000

SSI( included as part of ,the state based programs.0

-13This includes only new federat -dollars grring to RDSL. It is estimated
that there is roughly $200 million more recirculated by institutions.

CData from Daryl Carlson. 1477.

Source: Based on data from DSOS Fact Book, 106. A

.0



Among states with New York, yennsylyania, Illinois, New Jersey and Cali-

-fornia providing nearly two-thirds of all awards. The basic SSIG allotment

to a state is based on -enrollment in the states... If a state cannot match

.1tsialoment, funds are reaIlotedto the remaining states on the basis

of the same a. This program'is unique in that At is the only federalti
7eprogramthat calls States into direct partnership with the fede goverment.

3n the field of_student aid, there is not a.clear federal policy toward

-Mates. The programs were developed at different times on the basisof

=hafting student and institutional needs. .The BEOG is aimed directly at

'students; the SEOG, NDSL and CNS programs are coordinated at the regional

.eve1 with raiding directly to institutions. A state/allocation foMula,is

milt into Each of the three programs as the only state 'involvement. The

:3aistory of the GSL Program? indicates the federal.' government's ambivalence--

7roward states. States developed the basic-zodel of guaranteed loans which

4was used to devellp the federal program. The.original federal legislation

-overning GSL:Orograms made it less expensixe. for states t9 depend on the

-fediral guarantee system than on a.siastyysten until 1976.. At)hat point,

-federal legislation-givi&istrong inducement for states to setupauarantee

iagencies it 1i of the federal programs. Some observers perceive,this, along

-rith the gro of the SSIG progrma,as a-step closer to a federal recognition

-lea state-federal-institutional partnership in studeni- aid that has,. existed

the past.

'The 1k940 higher education, amendments will provide' an opportunity ,for

.

e toward the staters role in student

laid. liatim time between now and then, there needs :o be a thorottgArevUw

i



what policy makers on all three revels ,perceive their roles to be in_ pro-

g -Student financial aid. Specifically, it, will be a time to review

cess of state guarantee loan agencies, change the allocapion 'formulas

to distribute to states the tripartite programs' 'funds (CWS, NDSL, SEOG),0>

lengthen the SSIG program and review the impact- of-BEOG;

*.t

o''o-f-the programs, the GSL progas and the BEOGIrrogram, funds are

slistrIbuted_directly to students. The availability of GSL varies widely

among Ttaids. The cooperation .of lending agencies _seems to be more ispor-
-

the distribution of these dollars than federal:policy.

the-least GSL funds per student, in rank order, in 1914 were:

North- Carolina, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho, Arkansas and Georgia. These states

also enroll more low-income 'students than the national average. States

-providing the most GSL funds per student were Illinois, Pennsylvania, New

States with

South Carolinae
York, Colorado and North,Da ta. These states hive fewer low income stu-

-dents enrolled than the national average. The avalials?lity of loans is

'mot associated with any character-1stics of need er cost of education in

the state.
I

It is still too early to assess the full impact of BERG at the state level.

not potsibTE to analyze the state level distributions of these funds
-.zirfce1975-76 because the data is not available. In that year, $375 million

Aims appropriated for the prograai. Currently, over $1.7 billion is availablet
---iltrougji the BEOG.program. What -little information there is on the basic

-taut program-indicatethaVit is highly correlated with the proportion of

low.:-Income 'enrollment in the-state. Until better-inform:ad:int is available,
.

'that remains a safe assumption.



r
t

The three institutionally based programs -- funds from'College Wonk study-
,

(CMS), Supplemental Educational OpportRity Grant (SEW) and NDSL care-

.

All distributed to stater on e basis of enrollment and then divided

--among th2 institutions on the basis of ;documented student need. Each of

tie three programs has a slightly diffeptat state allication formula. In

: w .211 these programs, there is a 10(percent Commissiaria's set-aside _which

. . -t,,. : 1

can.. be used 'with administrative .dispretion. The Commissioner's set-aside
.

.

s used to provide extra awards to states with the greatest levels of unmet,

.4-11. , .- -

-student need aftezthe initial funds have been. allocated. The 10 percent

f PAI* -.., -
-set-aside. is dittribitted in, such a way as to bring thi high, need states up to-..,

,..- = ( A
AI:moon minimum level of unmet student need.

-There jtarsbeen --criticitm of the .1=tate allocetion,:foriules on the general

basis that the allocation of money based on enrollment (with the exception

-44 ClfSliloes-uot-- that the neediest students will be served across
, . . .

the country. The second aciticism is that the. percent Comaissioner

set aside be manipulated by states that overstate the student needs

--lit the invkilvational level. The allocation formulas are open to le
1

iative change in the next revie%1 of the higher:education amendients.
. .. .

-Ther' e are suggestions for chaugei in these programs in the
,

next section
.. .

-,
ofthis paper. P-

1
C

-
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POLICY _OPTIONS

The distribUtion' of student aid dollari appears to be unsitiafactory when:

"co rpared 'tile unmet need in the state: There are several ways in which

.

hisiniequallistributicai might .be explained. *

1. Federal policy ,is biased in favor of certain states and against others.

Z. Institutions within the state -do *t. manage aid programs 'in a way that
1 1.

-inStrrei the appropriate award level for _stwients attending in the -state.
,

3. There may be catural biases against,utilizing student aid in some

4. ,t3rifiafe -capitgl for the GSL p-Aogram may not be -eltually avail'able across

-,t.be country.

In varying degrees,:it is possible that All four of the -reasons may be

`.correct depending on which aid program is...oibserlied. Each of the programs

ore distributed to students in 4 different manner. 3t is important to finder

--the 'program in a 'tote dependi on the cooperation o eiders- high-

-stand -some of the specific factors that influenie istriltition o
,

the states. These individual program rules are -reviewed in this ,section,

-zuaranteed Student. Loan_ Program (GSL)

'There is no liate formaila in -tliz GSL iirogxam. cessiok _

Tvoliume loan states tcind..to have their oWnguarailtee agency. As more;itates
,

-.develop a, guarantee agenCy,,there is the opportunity to work more closely

Stith
.legers to'increase the Ioaxi-vaiiime. tOther chang the_program

....hould increase the- attractiveness of the p*ogram :to lenderl, This' inalu4e,s.

-,..
-the existence of the Student Loan tfarketing.AssaCiatIOn (Sallie May), a.

' 41. -. t ' ''' ' ., ,- - ... V

. Aseconclary loan market. and More 'liberal Interest rilieg ta lenders. Every 7
,I. ' ., ..

. -.
effort should be made to_ inform:lenders of the imp,ovements in the program,

'''
=especially lii thoie states with a4ow volyite. ' .

__ - - 6,:-

t.



Basic Education Oppo ity Grants (BEOG)

There are state differences in the distribtiticm of BEOG'dollars. Low

- -
.

income states ,tend to haveta. larger share of basic grant recipients than
,

high 'Inc tes. Given the aims of the program, this is a predictable

"N. -

-.outcome. The BEOG ilrogram fould be changed to aid different income-groups

nor award students differently in'high-: and low-cost institutions. .

of . hese changes would alter the

d helping to improve th

ibution cif BEOG dollars among dates.

t of the BEOG program, it is not
.

ear that)there should be a concern with the state level distribution of

:WOG d011ais. It_is necessary, of course, that states help insure that

b
-

the BEOG are received,in the state. Most states, now reguire-a

-33E0G application with a
.

state grant' application. This should become ea/
-lore widespread as the common application" form is used.

There is one exception to the state allocation of basic giants that tracts-

,

reads the BEOG program. Studentt attending school in Hawaii and Alaska

.

zee* -tooveineive imaller share of federal funds because inflated

-'cost of living in those states. The needs analysis system used to clad-
-

24e
family contribution shoul d take this problem into' acco It would

gp.. -
appear t.

-taiderestima

the financial .need of students-in these states are being

ed. ft.

Tripartite grabs: National Direct Student Loan (NDSL), Supplemental
--Education Opportunity Grants (SEOG), College -Work- Study (CWS)

'here are four programs that have a state allocation foimula to,- distribute
,-- /
:--Floney to the states -- the NDSL; SEOG, .CWS and'the State Student Incentive

. -.

Grant (SSIG) programs. The SSIGprogramwi'li Se discbssed in. thenext.

-section. These formulas, presrted in the last section of the paper,. have

S
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been criticzeeas a factOr that disto the *distribution of aid to needy
.

student. hi order to understand him these formulas tight distort the dis-.

ribution of aid to states, .it is helpful to review the operation of the

formulas in,a more speciac -manner.
_.. . .-; T

All three programs use a slightly itifferene factor in, the distribution of

:fusids to states. -However, 90-percent of the -funds in _each program are

.-4fistribtited, as follow.s:

(1) CWS allocates limey 'to states on. the basis of three factort.

{a) full-time degree credit and non.degree credit enrolliment including

- ,itroprieties;.
(b) the total estimatld number of high school -zraduites;

(c) number of rerated children tinder 18 in families with annual

dficomes of less than-43,000 =in 3969.
1,

(i) The SEOG funds ale allocated on tlie_basis of the; states' 'sh.cres if

and-Fuli-tine Equivalent VIE) enrailment in'higher education.
. ,

4
{3) The NDSL funds are distributed on-the basis of the number, of fulla.time

mad iTEroi'Ime iii hip

nient in proprietary schools.

leduitation and adjusted full= time enrce)-.

. . .
-The remaining 10 percent of the tey Diu each program is among' *

- . .

'the states to criteria es-tablished 'by the Commisiionerpf Education
.

4iitii the provision that all states will receive at least "the level of heir
allotment in 197.24 (This only, uences the. NDSL program.) The pro gram

. -

-regulatiops outline a procedure by via/at-the Commissioner distributes the/..wining' money to the states incurring the/lowest peicentage,of thePregional

panels snIgestedf
)

tnidg-levels. This.establishes a uniform minimum filidable

Mate percentage of dikumented- student-need.



-.. ,.. - _ ...

1_- .--.,

:. -Thi panel review of student need has been put 4 abeyance this year. Each-

A dixstitution will iluairify for a.lo Percent increase over last. year's award
* /k. -' . -, -

iChiC4 basically, freezes the current distribution in place. There, Will
a..

4 e probably be soitelliodificatien of the pans' process in the near fixture. It.. .
is important to an 2 pate the implications for states if the current

---Irrocedure Is drapp .'

, .

%An-order:to get an overview of the issues at are involved, the 10 states.

"the:extreme ends of the unmet need. spectrum are used. In the last chip-

Mer, it -was stated that California, Maine; New itexico and North Dakota were

=warded' mcrxe-aid than expected and Alaiama, Alaska, Arksas, the District of
'
Columbia, Hawaii and ,Mississ ppi received less _award than expected. The

followiig tes escriie. theLdistributign of the three programs to the - c.
`.-states:it both extreales of-the contintaim.

.
Ai's

s ,
'Table ..0 skims the allotment of STOG funds to the 10 states. The first- .

-v.olttaips the level of ini'tial allotMent. The second column. is the amount
0 -.,-,;:--e= *. .

--ixe,-thtommis ex.'s re4llotment. The third column is the proportion of
.,.. .

7... -: -, -.. ,.., . ; ',.....

TM jane apprtived neeevel let by the initial yeir StOd ill.5e-t

-meat. IThecontiingyear allotment is parceled out to the states on the .

11

41'zame percentage f

c-
1-

The aiffcrence onote in the, table is the greater percentage

gained by the high-award statwthrotigh the Commissioner's real:.. .
',...

tut:spared" to the low-award states. A is also worth noting t t Ark
I

low-award state, _has the largest proportion of doeitimentect need met by

SEOG initial awaSs..

_
-V

Table 10, which provides the same compailioni for the CWS programs, is even
*

More-stilling in the aavantage given to the74;high award states.



State

ALLOTMENT OF SEOG FUNDS,

iiercent of
-tomissionerie Percent -of State Share,

Allotment Reallotment Increase Of Need Met

a forma- - 4261343626

=aide - ---32207-21305
,

-Kew Mexico 12.702948

-Alorth Dakota -124774004

-32,346,644

4126,807

29.12(4:

26.99'

43,058 12.33 26.99

334,551 21.12 26.99

Alaska . 1-4093,12_5

- -221442382

T.:Ditrict of tolusokia 1,s7i383\458_,

-4?232145

4Mississippi 22679,836

--S9,449

12,572

:92,1)3

30.42

343- 26.99

0 .

-34

0

3.4

*Souicei *Procedures for, Determining Allocations of Suppl eated4ducatiorial
Opportunity Grants Program fundS for the Use Bur ng,the 1976-77
Award Period.0 Program Support Branch, sion of Student

Financial Aid. _June 1976.
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TABLE eiG

DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE WORK STUDY FUNDS

Lalifornia

Maine

Acert Mexico

-AkiraDakota

/Iriitial toad ssioneisis
Allotment -Reallotment

433-4-67P0/2 41;0974908

1539,771 (A,183,406

"2,583,249
513214,645 1374,722

Pertent of
Increase

-Percent of
-State Share
of Heed Met

-46.87

46.87

A44..87

:45.87

-iiabama

-Alaska

Arkansas

Strict of; Columbia

41iss7issippi

'7-37,72LIO

-537,4.62

-3467,807

-AM

1,,728,057 - 726,809 42.07

427,051

'4,200,577

----:

46

48.26

46.54

-24.47

45.87

13.66

'Source: *Procedures for-Determining Allocations of College Work-Study
?rogrAm Funds for Use During the 1976 -fl Award Period." Program'
-Support Branch, Division of Student Financial-Aid. June

z

67' "Z



These results support the concept -that tie institutional ability to persuade
the studeit aid pahe/.4 of their student's need is not iandosak distributed
among states. The states that were determined to be high award states all;-

received the minimum percentage of their panel approved need while the low
states, .wiih the exception of -thi"District of Columbia;received more

the minimum .award with -no"-reallotmeht funds.

provides itealiotment fax -the NDSL program.- It is apparent from,

-the table that two of the low award states returned NDSL funds, Of the 1,0w-
--r-liward states, only Alaska the mi3rtmtuvrioportian of panel-approved

,s,teed met. 1

Mere is at least a warning in -this data-zbout the implications inherent
-dr' altogether removing the state allocation formulas from the tripartite
*distribution. The iiidications of -these 7-I salts - that states tliat show

processoverall high award level tend to do-better on th

-..han states with.low awards. That means) -that the in the state
taid a better_ job of documenting 'student need than -institutions in low-awed
-suites, The current reuoisideration of the el process opens the door to
*developing new allotment formulas for -distributing iripaftite fundi

-ancorparating an external Iheasirre of Statewide need with a much. smaller

;Col:miss eris realloiment1/4

State Student incentive Gfant Program (ssiG)

-lie SSIG program also has an enrollmett based _allotment formula with an

tYy for otment to-the remaining states of funds from to es
can't use funds was -noted that .t®siates with awards

rods -also :tended to have very small' state student grant programs.-mod

Iffes. should be into the SSIG prom:41'4o help states with.*Fiall

't iltre state funds to iirudent aid programs. There have been
4*-

41.



TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF ADZ. FUNDS

state- Allotment

Zaliforitie

eii Mexico

_ iiarth Dakota

labaskt

ka

-3:13-4-9014i6

-Zi-13713567

a..156,510

1.467545.9

c 4,512,804

O

T.tiinvissionerls.
Reallament

Percent of .
Percent State Share
- Increase of Need Bet tx.

5 9 4544
-t3:534 40.30

?' -40;880 46.30

23.173 40.30

43071 -44

-51366 .44-1 1.38

GS457 l9 --1194204*-

a of Columbia _200,576 49;009-

:142944157 ---,414;295*

3fississippi -i,192,163 20;022

Reimled' al oted

49.

40.30

100.

100.

50.37

rce l'nficeres for Determining Allocation.s for New Federal Capital
Zontrl tionS in the flattop-1.- Direct Student Loan Program for Fiscal
Year 1976.* 'Program Support:Branch; Division of Student Support

.ana Special Programs.- June 1975. .



several -ways

year instead of a
to rks this.`"-The ffirs-tas tc Wave 1a -movklgykase-

yea. 1.10.ddr _current 14351=a-car, a state
can -receive feel matching money all imp committed to student

:-mid above those Committed tWo years before(-the SSIG -program was started

is the states: States with large.progtams- state -a1.4 have inci-eVed

he -state -share nuabilaie tapidliban S516 farads be'en increas
1.

'This-means that in the futyre, hey g:an italic up large Tacreases WIG

share without increasing yieir effort. ,If-a_-avving Lase- ear
;stele used, say tyro years prior, to the current year, it -would,mecessitate

-0

--4zontinued efforVn the state's part tomatch increased federal dollas.
state could not continue to collect federal -dollars several -

--years in the past.

The-other suggestion is :that a measure of _state- effort to finanCe
!... -. 1

-secondary education b., built into SSIG formula. This would
. ---

states
.with lower --Ineone levels to mietth more dollars di- allow them to allot fewei state

I ",......:...----ale 0-

-doll= to receive the sale number of federal dollars. .Any scheme that
i

easures effort would also hive the -effect of sbitan,g SSIG funds toward

-states with large publicly funded systems,: That mglynot be a desired

=policy. goal because it would provide a-sail:1e; share for states with an_ .
-

ive hdependent:sector.
f-

Me final suggestion is t4 include' :3\easnta of into the SSIG

-eras alloca.tioa formula so states with more lost =income -tudent.s could

Aqualify for a.larteir shaie of federal -f-tmds...

-Conclusion

-There is an fMportint need for' the *id.policy amity to develop
m, semi-tire of equity allowing- the spittigi ty of student aid

INV

-



to be distributed with some semblance of order. The rough analysis pro14110-

in this Paper indicates tliat, by any there are discrepancies

;
in the distribution 9f aid.

--

"The seasurts-that is suggested is that of net price. Net price is the amount

--the student pays to itting college after pazental contribution and public

.7grants have been received.. Work -and loans sake up the self-help portion
4

---Teglatiless of whether there isa. public subsidy or not. The criteria that

is suggested is that the net price bi Iliersane for students of similar
.

--Inccse at institutions"pf the sane -price. The sore expensive the institu-

-tion, the greater thi cbst that the student would be requ1r8 tb bear.

There are a number of questions-that need v, be answered if this approach

is to be use( 'What should be theliederal-state-institutional Share; used?

that data systele is necessary to keep track of the distribution of student
f

aid? Mat distcritions would such a system of monitoring introduce into

-the send nt aid progratos? These questions are suggestive of the issues

-that should be addressed. If we are to sake educational opporttinity

---ecgtally available across, the nation, they need to be investigated.

1

4

4
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APPENDIX A

OUTLINE OF 111E NEED CALCULATIONS '=

Provided by Daryl, Carlson

11) The batirenfollrent data for the analysis Is far

(FIE) undergradUates from the NEDIS ling Fall Enrollment

-7a:11 1974:

valent

isrvey for

(2)t To determine the proportion of.emtlIzeilt at institirtions in each state

' i_,IY residents froluothei states"And the proportion -lat- eachstate 's --resi=

!. 2ients_ attending college in another stA6,-the HEMS Residence ce and Ni-gra-_____{----- ./
1_ .ion surveys for Fall 1968 And l972-were-used alotiwith similar data

I zfrom the CIRP annual surveys of enteringng fresturen from I9667through 1974.

*The REGIS data-was used as the base_with the CIRP data used only in
,

__states and institutional categories where the REGIS dada was notavail-7
. , . -

zble. The FTE undergraduate-enrollrent for each state and institutional

category is split into three components: 1

a) state residents- enroll =at insLitutioni-wipin the same

state 11171-SY
\

stati-residenti enrolled at out-of-stxt Institutions_ (R-O-S)

out-of-state resident.s-:enrolled at institutions within the

state (E -0-S)

(3 "The enrollment income distribution data is from the annual CIRP surveys

-Of entering-dreshain. For some states and Institutional categoles, no

wasavailable-from the CIRP surveys as illustrated In Table:4.

terms of FTE undergraduate enrollment, the following percentages for each

of, the institutional categories itpresen t the states frith no CIRP data:

.7_



.

-Pu6liC four-year 7.3%"
Public twoi;year "12.5%.
Private -four -year 0.3%,
Prtvate 'two-yearc 21.9%

AVerage- :4.6%.

for-the-states and institutional sectors with missing_6ta, the national

Average income distribution of enrollment for the particular institutional.

ector-was- used and therefore the level of -need calculated for these states

SV

be interpreted cautiously.

I
The Cost of attendance data is from the annual publication of College

by the College Scholarship Service. The total residents budget

used along with the out-of-state charges. -iii(states -and institutional

ectors with np 'student iffudget_idata the national average level was sub-
r a

z-Situted. Table I identities those states and institutional categories
.wittrno student budget data. The cost of attendance data d in .the

deed calculations are presented_by state and institutional gory in
-Table- 2.

(5) The estimated parental coitelbutiol- for each family income category was

----developed from sumary data of the BEOG program. Table 3 shows the

-41stribution of parental contribution levels for five family income

--zateg9ries Using distil utions such as-these are much more realistic

--than sizely using average parental contribution levels for each income

ry-._ Since the calculation of need is truncated at zero Ino

----'negative need) and the grant allocation formulas involve various trun-

Cations, the use of an average yarental corrtributfon is inaccurate as

-,the--results to show. _
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STATE

;ALABAMA

_ALAS

tALIFORMA

ORADO

tONNECTICIIT

_DELAWARE,

-TABLE 2

COST-OrAiTENDANCE BY -STATE AND
_INSTITUTIONAL .CATEGORYs.fY. 1974-75

- Total
Institutional . Resident

Category . MEL_
Public Four

-Public Two
Private Four..

$ 2251
1833
3000 .

_--rivate Two 2780-
All Categories 2247

-Public Four 3140
-.Public Two 2040 -
'Private Fdur :4880'

Private. Two 4410
All-Categories 2752

-Public Four 2000
Public Two 2116
Private Four. 3317
PriVate Two 3134
All Categories' 2105'

-Public Four 2190
Public two i= 1855.
Private Four 2660
-Private Two 196
All Categories 2100

Public FoUr 264e
Public Two ?Wij
Privat6Four 46u4
=Private Two . 3310
All Categoriet 2644

_ .

Publid Four- J2353
-Oublic Two '1500
Private Four 4619

-A11,4tegories 2410

- Public Four 2554
Public Two 2119

--Private- Four 4807
Private Two 3988
All Categories 3238

public Four 22139---*
-Public -2040
.frivafejour 3g36
Private Two 3573
.A11:Categories 2453

Iv

. o f -su

$ 344
-188

0
0

w.

4.

253

130 P,"936
0

= -0
508

890
613

a
736

530
.193

a
405

)71g31,,

0
1023'

1158
.702 -

0
,958

791
7785

0 w

768--

899-
536'

0

-763

-ft



.4

-STATE

ISTRICT 0 -C-0111MBIA.

-

.IVANO

1,,

o

4 ".

INDIANA
05.

a

KANSAS

r-

Institutional'
CategarY

Pubtic Four
Pub1ic.-Two
PriVate Four"
Al

Publ ic%ur
.Public Two
Private- Four-
Privatt-Two
-.Ali; Categories

fOur
Public -Two

-_Private Four

Private Two
All Categories

Publid four
1 'Public Two
.Private .four
All_.Categories

Public Four
Public Two
Privatte Four

-Private Two
'- All Cate'gori-es

Total
-Resident 'State-- C'

Budget tfiarues--.

$ 2379
4515'

3134'
, 3986

,-1038

.4234
/`42.00

2167

-2371

1857
3844..

2318
2531%

2.629

1757
3294 -

53

/ 21

3560-

,2200'--`
2298

Public four 2570.
Publ i c -Two 2925

4. Private four .J'44264

-..-,Private Two_
All Categories,

Public four-
, Public Two_

PriVate-
Yrivate Two
All CategorieS

Public Four 1C"."
Public Two .

-Private Four
Private Two
All Categories

Public4four
. Public Two

Private ;four
Private- Two
All Categories

"3720 -

3146

. 3886 ;
3134
h59

2194
2232

= _3794-

3041

.2723

192,,

913
988

0
.0

;785

-II 670

1645
0
0

732

918
1902

121t-

776
560

.D
210

. 600

556 !

'1230
. .

0.-

642

1-851
tio

463: t
0
.0_

07;
427 ,'"

-36

0 .

0 r-

-.1

245,3 , 767

2059; 396

3209
2738 a
2465 '576

0.



0 .

MISSISSIPPI

MISSOURI

Category

Public Four
Public Two

_-eriv4tte-Four
:Private :Two_
All Categories

. Public Four-
Public Two

-Private Four-
All Categories-

Fdor
-_-Public Two

Private- Fotir
I Private Two
All Categories

-r:Public Four
Public TWO

Private- Four
-Private Two
-All_ Categories

"Public-Four
Public Two

-Private Fotir
-Private. Two
All 'Categories h.

Public F
PubliA= WO:
Private Fotir
Private wo
All categories

PublitiTour
Public Twq
Private Four

. Private Two
All- Categories

Public Four.
Public Two -
-Private Four
Private'Tveb .
All Categories..

Totsal
Resident
Budget .

$ A55
2040
3016

2223 .

183f

3908
-'2093

2382.
1837
4601 :
1175
3042

2126
2567

\ 4702
3134.

.2908

2374:
2262
'4858:1

- 4302
3676

2575*.
_ 202

3743_
3Q34
2630.

2688
2263
3777_

3309
2887

2106
1350
280.4.
1400.,

Public Four".
Public Two
rrivate Four

-Private .Two
A ll Categories

56

O

1885 ..--

gift),

- 1770
4253

2591,

Out
- State
Charges

$ 753
936

0

642_

,359
936

0
358

1030
300-,

0

839

745-
9776

0
0

3435.

449
515.

215

952
'490

0,

662

.774
397'

0
0

515 .

449.
294,

o.
0

347

758"
450

0
.

,tos

4-

0.

.

.#r



Total Out-of-.
, M -Institutional 7 Resident.. State-

eategOry Budget Charges

Public Four $.2t24
.-.Public =Two 1574 -344

4 -Private Riur 2897
All rategories 2242' 778

0
NEBRASKA

.
Public-Tour :" 2233 109

. Public'Two 4 120
. , ' tiPrvag. ° Four

41. i- 73 0
Private Two 134 -

5fR.,, All Categories 2446.

ff
Public-tour 2379 813
Public Two 2040. 936

.. Private Four 3831 '0
All CatCategories - 2233 864

NEW HAMPSHIRE Publi ur 2581~ 1072
Public Two 2097 541
Private Four 4692 0

Private Two 4026 Cr

`All Categories 3423 571
,,o/v

NU JERSEY -. . Public Four- 2:.:7 '0415
Public Two 2040 -936

. Private -Four 4217. 0
, Private Two 3604 --0

All Categories : 2967 453
,

NEW MEXICO
, Public Four- 2362 820

Public Two . , 2055 , 468
_ - Private Four -3988' .4

,Or All Categories- 2466 ._719

NEW YORK Public Four. 188
..

. 850
- - Public Two . , 7= 822

Private Four- . 4786 0 *
Pri'vate We - 3862 0
ATE Categories. 289.5.:- ,

. NORTH---CAROLINA. Public-fon. 2044 1415
:Tito-..-. . in-2r: -1155 '.,

--Private-Four 3696 -. = _0
Private Two , ,-2817---- 0.
All Categories ;2335 :.- 977

NORTH DAKOTA Public Four 1872 -. 623
_ Public Two . 1980 - - 232

Private Four 3086 . 0
Private Two : 3134 -Ct'

All Categories _1979 485 .

e



TENNESSEE .

.

Total Out-of-
Resident State

Category
..

Budget ,Charges

Public Four $ 2757 $ 920
Public Two _ 2217- 855
Private Four 4062-- , 0
Private Two 3722 , . 0
All Categories 3004 671

Ftiblic Four ' 1981 t 642

Public-Two . . 1789 277
Privates Four i 2933 0
Private Two 2625' =0.
All -Categories . 2088 461

Public Four 2596 1.61

PUblic Two 3420 626
vate -Fonur - "36861 0

Piqvate Two 2760 0
Ati Categories aisp 1030

Public -Four .2720' , 886
Public Two 2450 . 1241
Private Four 4333 . -11
Private Two - 3636. 0
All Categoriet 3305 -598-

*_-

Public Four )2552 .35
Public 2040 . 936-

Private Four 4446 0
All Categories 3498 405.

Public Four , 2286. 640
Public Two 1786 791
Private Four 3511 .. 0
Private Two 2438. - -0

All Categories- 2421' 519
, -.-

Public For 2151; /09
Public Two- 3479. '0

Private Two 3134 - 0
MT C7ategoPles 24Bit . 527

Public Four 2067 . 763 --
Public Two 1771 479
Private Four 3496 CO

Private Two 2377 0
`All Categories. '241 50$

Public Four -..- 2339 111a
Public To : 2179 484--

Private Fotir -. 3684 . 0 ,:.
Private TwO. 2502 0
All Categories _. 2482 755



VEDUNT

YIRGIMIA

SIASEINGTOM*-

WEST VIRGINIA .

a

iinconsm

(
T 1

`Insti:tutional Re dent State
Category diet Charges

Public -Four
Public Two
Private Four

2342 $ -ittt
rig 536 _ -

. o
U

308
4 Private Two 3134

All Categories 2261

Public Four 2949- 1601=.-,
Public Two 2040 936 --..- private Four 4271 0
Private Two 5200 0
All Categories 3579 - -- 814. . .....

Public :Four 2353. 581"-----) -Public Two -2244 411)9
Private Yuui. 3751 0
Private Tito

.
2965 0

All Categories
=

2608- 1054

-

Public Four --'2507
Public Two 2447
Private four 3927
Alt Categories 2647

Public :tour 2215
Publ ic Two _:2200
Privatg.Four 3387 ,

-.-4Privatez.Two 21841
All Categories 2400-

Public -Four
- Public Two

PriVate Four
Private' Two-
All Categories

.
Public Four _

PtiblicTso
Cate90117

2483
1936
'3976
2767
2544

945
582_

0
658.

820'
700

90'
654

O

1253
365

840-

2300 950-
-1881 *411_
.2127 -727

"1.

_v =



usands.

42.

TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION LEVELS
FOR FAMILY INC CATEGORIES

!ftigsvow.
Parental Contriiettonievel

1-300 301-600 6017900 901-1200 1201-1500 1801-1800 1801-2100 2101 Average

$ 0-5 . 75 24 1

6-9_ 24 11 12 -12
,

9-12 9 -? 11 12 13

12-20 0 1 .2 7. .

20f O -0 t

2 if $ 425

5 4 2 24 1,356

9 7 5 2 32 1,759

9 .10 11 AO 50 ; 2,669

0 1 1 .2- 98 3456



(6) Estimated parental contribution varies by the asset value of the family

and by family size in addition to family income. Since average,family

asset values and family size varies across the Cates, crude adjustment

were constructed as shown in Table 4. -These adjustments wer&applied to.

the contribireon distributions'Shown in Table 3 to yield the average

estimated parental contribution for each state*by family income categories
. .

shown in Table 5. Although the averages are shown in Table -5, the actual

distributions by contribution-level (with the approprie asset and

family size adjustments) are used in'the heed and grant evaluation

calculations.

(7) Estimated financial need for, each states institutional category, and
I

family in ca ry was calculated in the following way ftgir state

residents .Attending'in-state:

HEED1 = '-CA - PC
1_

i

0 if CA <PC,
4 '

Where HEED1 = the estimated-financial need for an individual in the

ith parentil contribution bracket,

CA = the cost of attendance,

PCi = the estimated paiental contribution for an-fidividuat

the ith bracket.
.

t

. Average need for each '`income category, institutional sector, and state

is calculated as:
9

Average need = 5: HEEDi' Pi

, --Jai
where, P = the proportion of enrollment is the i

th
pare.ptal contribution

bracket;-



"

TABLE 4

PARENTAL CO BUTION_ ADJUSTMENTS FOR ASSET VALUE
AHD FAMILY SIZE BY _STATE;

-STATE.

Mount-Subtracted from Base Parental Contribution -

Family ize Asset Ifilue

Alabama
Ii -Jr

Alaska 264
t. -

Arizona 34

Arkansas -102
It

California -102

Colorado "742

Connecticut -26

Delaware . -4"e 26

District of Co luthia 0

Florida -230

Georgia 34

Hawaii 323

Idaho

Illinois -26

Indiana t: -26

Iowa- -68

.Ransas w -153

Kentucky -34

Louisiana 187

Maine -8

Maryland

Massacbusetis,
4

Michigan-

;
I

0"
t

17

76

-55

65

15

10

--GO

105

-20

0

-420

26

-50

50

-30

tt
-15 -,-

35



t
,STATE

Amount Subtracted from- BasdiParental Contribution

Family Size ' Asset Value

-.Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

/6
196

-lig-

-15

501-

fbntana 17. -85

Nebraska -6s -85

. Nevada_

New Hatipshite

-110

-26 .

30

of

. _
\

New Jersey .-26 -60

/few Mexico 221 35
.

gem York I -68

North Carolina -17 35

North '..akot.?. 102 -105

Ohi6 0 -15

Oki ans.-....a - -212 40

Oregon -170- -120

Penns ylventa -51 -..r..- 30

Rho island . -60 45

South Carolina 144- 4i'
South Dakota 51 5

Tennessee

Texas

-76

.

40
-- -10

Utah 230 80

Yerzont 51 45

Virginia -26 , .15_

Washington -119 35

West Vir4inia- -76 -20
Wyoning -4Z -45 ,

64 I 1
IP



State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

lorado
nnecticut

iklattare ". _

0,1strict of Col tab
forgarida_ ..

is
awali
dabo

Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansat
Xentucky. .
Louisiana
Maine ",,_ -
Maryland
lassichusgtts
Michigan .

Minnesota
_iittsissipp)
Mistouri
Fontana
Nebraska
Nevada
Nert ilaipshire

Ale

41,

ESTI/KED PARNTAL CONTRIBUTION BY-INCONE CATEGORY
AND -STATE-FOR FY 1975-76:

a

Faally,Incore Category (thousands)!

$G-6 $6:9

336 1267
96 1027

376 -1307

477- --
--, 591

449

1408_.
1522_ .
4380

415 1346
---745 1676-

286 7217 iy

122- 1053
425 1356
571 1502 -

431 , 1362
543 1474
628 -1 159
424 -1355
188 1119
463 1394
415 1346
423 `1354

.314- 1245
364. 1295
179 1110
519 1450
493. 1424
578 1509
505 1436
456 1387

1670
1.430

Jai
.1896 --
;1811
1926
1783
1749
2079

-1620 A_
.1456
1/59.
1905" .

176'5
1877
19'62 -

1158::
1p22
1797
1/49-7-

1648
1698
1613

1827
-1912
1839

.1790

S12-20 $2014 Average

.2 5 8 0 -3867 1649
2B40,- 3627 . 1922

-122662501-

3907
39 8

- 2635
1410

2806 4 3 . 2603
2721 4 8 2763.
2835_ 122 - 2895

-2693 3980 2827
,2659 -- 3946 2594,.
2989 4276 2935

'2530 3817
2366
2669_

3653
-3956

"2533
457
2819

2815 4102 2828
2675 - 3962 2634
2787 4074 2686
2872 _ 4159 2520
2668 3955 2400
2432 3719 2157,
2707 3994 279,5
2659 3946 2629.
2667 ,3954 2761

-2558 3845 2545
-26oa 3895 2250'
2423' 4- 3710 829
243 4050 2646
2n7 4024 2547
2822-, 4109 2453,
2749 4036 2513
2700 3987- 2987



ESTIMATED PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION BY IHCONE_ CATEGORY
-=AND STATE -FOR FT l975-i6:-

airily Income Category (thousands)-

State

New Jersey
ex

--New York

North Carolina
North Dakota-
-Ohio
Oklahorg
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South rolina
South kota
Tenness e
Texas
Uta

-Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
'Wyoming

9-12:. $12-20-

511: 1442-- 1845_
169 11001 cisoa

_ 533 1464- T-1867,--

_.407 1338 1741.
_428 - 1359 1762'
1440 7 1371 -1774
597 -1528

_
_1931

--715 16462: 2049-

446 'Un-' 1780
-- 440 1371 1774
236 1167 1570
-369 -1300 1703
461- --13§2- 1795
435- _ :1366 1769
-115 , 1046 -1449-
329=.' =12641-

-436_ .1367 _:-

-509 1440-
416 1347-
369 1300
512 1443_

-1663
1770
1843_
1750
1703
1846

Avers a

2755 4042 = 2634.

2413, 3700 21.21

't4 4064 2604
2651 3938 2193

--2672 _3959 2376
2684. 3971 2746
2841 4128 . 2494
2959 4246, 2827
2690 3977 2561

.2684 3971 2377
2480 3767 2423
2613 39.00 1917
2705 3992 2661-
-2679 . 3966 2506

_ 2359 31646 - 2619'

2573 3860 2942 _---

2680 3967 2857
_2753 _41140 2791 _

2660_ 3947 247_8_-
:2613 3900 22E4_
2756 4043 -2461-



(8) Estimated financial need for each state,_ institutional' sector, and

family income category was calculated in the following why for state

residents attending out-of-state:,

NE'EDi= CO + AOSC - PCi
-where CO =,,average resident budget at out-of-state nstitujOns,

'AOSC:= avenge out-of-state charges for:enroll ng out-of7state.

(9) Estimated-financial need for each.state, institutional sector, and

family income category was calculated in the following way for out-of-

state .residents attending in-state institutions.

,
HEED1 = CA + OSC- PC, i

where OSC = out-of-state.charges by in-state institutions.

ti

_

.5
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